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10:00 a.m. - 1:00 p.m. 
 

                Time (approx.) 
 
1.  Call to Order/Introductions 
 
2. Discussion of Allocation Methodologies – All Units * 90 Minutes 
 Staff presentation of several allocation methodologies based on housing  
 growth, employment, transportation and city-centered policies with analysis 
 on RHNA objectives and factors and public policy. Committee discussion. 
 
 Break   10 Minutes 
  
3.  Discussion of Allocation Methodologies – Income-based Units * 60 Minutes 
 Staff presentation of several allocation methodologies based on county-wide 
 and regional average income distributions with analysis on RHNA objectives  
 and public policy. Committee discussion. 
 
4.  Next Steps and Draft Agenda for October 19 Meeting * 20 Minutes 
 
5. Adjournment 
 
In - Meeting Lunch Provided   
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________ 
* Posted to web site 
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To: Housing Methodology Committee (HMC) 
From:  ABAG Staff 
Date:  October 11, 2006 
Subject:  RHNA Allocation Methodology Scenarios 
 
 

Background 
As part of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process, the Housing Methodology 
Committee (HMC) has been tasked with assisting ABAG staff in developing the methodology for 
allocating shares of the regional housing need to each city and county in the Bay Area.  
 
By statute, there are nine factors that must be considered in developing the allocation methodology.1  
These factors address issues such as protection of open space and agricultural lands, jobs-housing 
balance, and water and sewer capacity.  
 
Factors are used to assign a share of the region’s total housing need to individual jurisdictions. The factors 
cannot be used to change the total regional housing need. Therefore, the factors are always expressed as a 
share of the regional total. If used as factors, these same shares are then used to assign a proportion of the 
regional housing need to the jurisdiction. 
 
Over the past several months, the HMC has been working to determine which factors should be included 
in the methodology. The committee’s discussion has been framed by the need for the methodology to 
meet the statutory RHNA objectives as well as to further the Bay Area’s regional goals for growth.  
 
In the interest of developing the allocation methodology, the HMC requested that ABAG staff generate 
several possible allocation scenarios for their consideration. This memo describes the seven scenarios 
developed using the factors the HMC identified for inclusion in the methodology. The scenarios include 
factors related to housing growth, jobs, and areas served by public transportation. The different ways of 
using these factors, and the benefits and disadvantages of each, are also presented. A fourth factor—city-
centered growth policies—was not included in the scenarios at this time, but may be added later if the 
HMC deems it necessary.  
 
There were several factors identified by the HMC for possible inclusion in the methodology that were not 
included in the scenarios. These factors, and the reasons why they were not used, are described at the end 
of the memo. 
 

 

 

 

                                                 
1  Government Code Section 65584.04(d). 
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Proposed Allocation Factors 
Over the course of several meetings, the HMC has discussed the full set of potential methodology factors 
and concluded that four broad categories of factors ought to be considered for inclusion in the 
methodology: 

 Housing growth 
 Employment  
 Transportation 
 City-centered growth policies 

 
These four broad categories include a wide range of individual factors discussed by the committee. As 
staff developed the allocation scenarios, it became clear that several of the factors proposed by the HMC 
could not be included in the methodology. These factors, and the reasons they were removed from 
consideration, are described at the end of this memo. 
  
The individual factors that have been incorporated into the methodology scenarios are: 

 Housing growth 
 Existing jobs 
 Job growth  
 A combination of existing and future jobs 
 Access to public transit 
 City-centered growth policies 

 
Regional Allocation Scenarios 
Staff developed several possible allocation methodologies that incorporate the six factors described above 
(Attached). These scenarios can be separated into three major categories. The first category, which 
consists of Scenario 1, is based solely on expected housing growth. The second category includes 
Scenarios 2, 3, and 4, which all seek to balance housing growth with different employment factors. The 
third category includes Scenarios 5, 6, and 7. These also balance housing and employment, but also 
include a factor to direct housing to areas served by public transit (indicated as TOD Housing).  
 
These three categories mirror the decisions that the HMC must make in determining the final shape of the 
allocation methodology. The committee must first decide whether a methodology based solely on housing 
growth is sufficient. If not, the HMC must then consider whether including a jobs-related factor is 
important. If so, there are three possible options for selecting an employment factor. Once the 
employment factor has been selected, the committee must then decide whether it is appropriate to 
incorporate a factor for public transit.  
 
Finally, once the range of factors in the methodology has been decided, the HMC must decide the relative 
importance of each factor. This step involves assigning a weight to each factor that represents its 
proportion of the whole. Thus, the weights assigned must total 100 percent.  
 
Scenario 8 on Attachment 1 demonstrates the final step in building the methodology, which involves 
assigning weights to each factor that has been selected for inclusion. This scenario provides an example 
of how the factors can be weighted differently, and the impact that the different weights have on the 
allocations. In this scenario, Housing Growth is given a 60 percent weight, Jobs in 2014 is given a 20 
percent weight, and TOD Housing is given a 20 percent weight. 
 
 



RHNA Allocation Methodology Scenarios 
10/11/06 
Page 3 
 
Housing Growth 
Scenario 1 is based on the idea that the regional housing need should be distributed based on where 
housing growth is expected to occur in the region. Projected household growth represents the need to 
provide housing for future population increases. Information about projected household growth is taken 
from ABAG’s Projections forecast. In determining where household growth is likely to occur in the 
region, Projections considers local plans for growth and the expected market demand for housing.  
 
In 2002, ABAG’s Executive Board resolved to use the regional goals and Network of Neighborhoods 
vision2 as the basis for the Projections forecasts. Since that decision, Projections assumes that, over time, 
local land use policies will move the region closer to meeting the regional goals. The policy-based 
Projections specifically forecast more growth in existing communities and near transit, while directing 
growth away from agricultural areas and open space. As a result, the growth forecast used as the basis for 
estimating housing need for the RHNA process already encourages growth in areas with existing 
transportation infrastructure and in areas with public transit.  
 
Balancing Housing and Employment 
The scenarios in this category are based on the premise that housing and jobs are both primary 
determinants of future housing need. These scenarios recognize that, in addition to housing growth, the 
presence of jobs in a community also generates demand for housing to accommodate the people that work 
at those jobs. Including a jobs factor will direct future growth to areas based on where there are, or will 
be, significant numbers of jobs. Over time, linking housing growth to jobs will result in a better jobs-
housing balance throughout the region. 
 
In these scenarios, the housing growth factor is paired with one of three possible jobs-related factors: 
 
Scenario 2 includes the jurisdiction’s job growth between 2007 and 2014. Incorporating this factor would 
encourage jurisdictions to add housing in concert with job growth during the RHNA period. As a result, 
the methodology would seek to achieve a jobs-housing balance based solely on future growth. It would 
not take into consideration those areas that already have a high proportion of jobs.  
 
Scenario 3 uses the jurisdiction’s total jobs in 2014. This factor allocates growth based on a balance of a 
community’s existing number of jobs and its expected employment growth through 2014. As a result, it 
represents a combination of the existing jobs and job growth. Using this factor would encourage a jobs-
housing balance based on how existing conditions are expected to change during the RHNA period. 
Incorporating both existing and future conditions reduces the likelihood that jurisdictions would be 
penalized for adding jobs in order to “fix” an existing jobs-housing imbalance. 
 
Scenario 4 includes the jurisdiction’s total jobs in 2007. This factor would direct housing growth to those 
areas that currently have a high proportion of jobs. This would encourage a better jobs-housing balance 
based on existing conditions, but would not consider future job growth. 
 
Housing Near Transit 
Scenarios 5, 6, and 7 build on the previous examples of balancing housing growth and employment by 
adding a factor to direct housing growth to areas that are served by public transit. In these three examples, 
the transit factor is the same—the differences are based on the employment factors used.  
 

                                                 
2  This vision was the regionally-accepted outcome of the Smart Growth Strategy/Regional Livability Footprint 

Project completed in 2002.  
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The public transit (or TOD housing) factor directs additional housing growth to areas that have access to 
public transit. The public transit services included in this factor are those with fixed infrastructure, such as 
heavy and light rail systems and ferries.3 Only existing transit services are included as part of the factor. 
In effect, the factor assigns more of the housing growth during the RHNA period to areas within a half 
mile4 of the stations along these transit routes.  
 
Choosing to include a factor in the methodology that directs growth to areas with public transit would 
reinforce the importance of encouraging growth in areas with a variety of transportation options. In effect, 
it would give extra weight to this regional goal, over what has already been done in the Projections 
forecast. 
 
Also, it is expected that the most significant impacts from the use of the regional goals in Projections will 
not begin to take effect until 2010. Directing growth to areas with public transit in the methodology 
would ensure that this regional goal influences development patterns during the RHNA period. 
 
City-Centered Growth Policies 
Another factor the HMC considered using in the methodology is one related to city-centered growth 
policies. The purpose of this factor is to direct more growth away from unincorporated areas and toward 
cities.  
 
One way to incorporate this goal would be to include a factor that affects only cities and not 
unincorporated areas. For example, the public transit factor accomplishes this to a certain extent because 
most transit infrastructure is in cities. Another possibility would be to adjust one of the other factors in the 
methodology, such as employment, so that the allocation to an unincorporated area is reduced. 
 
A city-centered growth factor was not included in the scenarios because the other factors included in the 
scenarios seemed to accomplish the goal of moving growth away from the unincorporated areas. 
However, this factor can be developed into an allocation scenario if the HMC determines it is necessary. 
 
Summary 
The scenarios described above offer several different options for how the factors identified by the HMC 
can be incorporated into an allocation methodology. In selecting the factors to include, committee 
members should consider the following questions: 

 How do housing growth and employment compare in terms of the amount of housing need they 
are likely to generate? 

 What is the most appropriate balance for allocating housing need based on housing growth and 
employment? 

 In choosing among the jobs-related factors, what is the best way to balance the existing 
distribution of jobs with areas that are expected to experience significant job growth? 

 Is it important to take additional steps to encourage housing near transit? 
 
Once these issues have been addressed and a final set of factors has been chosen, the HMC will then work 
with ABAG staff to determine the best way to weight each of the allocation factors.  
                                                 
3  The rail service providers included are: Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), 

Caltrain, San Francisco MUNI light rail, and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) light rail. 
4  The half-mile area was chosen based on accepted planning practice, which has found that people will generally 

only walk a half mile to a transit station. This is the same standard used in the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s Regional Transit Expansion Program. 
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Factors Not Included in the Scenarios 
There were several potential methodology factors identified by the HMC that were not included in the 
sample allocation scenarios. These factors, and the reasons why they were not used, are listed below. 
 
Areas With Traffic Congestion 
The HMC proposed including a factor that would direct growth away from areas with extreme traffic 
congestion. This was based on a concern that additional housing growth in these areas would exacerbate 
the traffic problem.  
 
Since factors are used to allocate a share of housing need, it is difficult to use “negative” factors that 
attempt to push housing units to other areas. As a result, it was not possible to include traffic congestion 
as a factor. However, the factor that encourages housing growth near public transit has the potential to 
help alleviate traffic congestion by enabling more people to use alternative methods of travel.  
 
Commute Sheds 
The HMC expressed interest in the possibility of using commute sheds as the basis for determining the 
balance between jobs and housing. Commute sheds show commute patterns and the spatial relationships 
among housing and jobs. This factor was proposed because there was some concern that a single 
jurisdiction was too small an area in which to expect a jobs-housing balance.  
 
In addition, one of the important reasons for evaluating the jobs-housing balance is to try to reduce the 
need for long commute trips and the traffic congestion they create. Using this as a factor would allow for 
more detailed information about how to achieve a jobs-housing balance that would most directly affect 
traffic patterns.  
 
This factor was not included in the allocation scenarios because there was not sufficient information 
available. 
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To: Housing Methodology Committee (HMC) 
From:  ABAG Staff 
Date:  October 11, 2006 
Subject:  Scenarios for Allocating Units by Income 
 
 

Background 
There are two primary goals at the heart of the Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) process. The 
first is to increase the supply of housing in California by allocating a share of the state-wide housing need 
to each city and county. The second is to ensure that local governments consider the housing needs of 
persons at all income levels as they prepare their Housing Elements. 
 
To achieve these two goals, the allocation of the regional housing need to local governments occurs in 
two stages. The first is to allocate housing units to each city and county in the region. The second is to 
split each jurisdiction’s total allocation into the four income categories established by the State. The four 
income categories defined by the State are: 
 

 Very Low: households with income up to 50 percent of the county’s area median income (AMI) 
 Low: households with income between 50 and 80 percent of the county’s AMI 
 Moderate: households with income between 80 and 120 percent of the county’s AMI 
 Above-Moderate: households with income above 120 percent of the county’s AMI 

 
The goals and requirements of the allocation of units by income are specifically addressed in the RHNA 
objectives. The first is that all cities and counties are responsible for doing their “fair share” and planning 
for at least some of the region’s need for very-low- and low-income units.1 The second is that the 
allocation methodology must avoid or mitigate the over-concentration of income groups in a jurisdiction.2 
 
The RHNA allocation methodology must assign the regional need to each jurisdiction in a way that fully 
allocates the units in each income category and complies with the two objectives listed above. The HMC 
requested that ABAG staff generate several possible scenarios for allocating units by income. This memo 
shows the effects of different strategies for allocating units in each income category.3 
 
Allocation Scenarios 
When allocating units by income, particularly affordable units, there is an underlying tension between 
trying to ensure that all communities do their “fair share” and responding to existing needs for housing. 
For example, allocating more low-income units to a jurisdiction that has a higher proportion of low-
income residents would help to meet the community’s existing needs. However, this strategy would 

                                                 
1  Government Code Section 65584(d)(1). 
2  Government Code Section 65584(d)(4). 
3  The allocation of units by income occurs after jurisdictions receive their share of the regional housing need. Since 

the methodology for this base allocation has not yet been determined, the scenarios show the percent of units in 
each income category that a jurisdiction would receive, rather than a number of housing units. 
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promote the further concentration of low-income households in that community and would not move the 
region toward a more equitable distribution of income.  
 
The examples developed by ABAG staff are based on the following possible scenarios (Attached): 
 

 Scenario 1: Moving every jurisdiction 50 percent toward the county average income distribution 
 Scenario 2: Moving every jurisdiction 50 percent toward the regional average income distribution 
 Scenario 3: Allocating units to each jurisdiction based on the county’s average income 

distribution 
 Scenario 4: Including a factor to address high housing cost burdens 

 
Moving Toward a County or Regional Income Distribution 
Scenarios 1 and 2 both attempt to balance the existing need for housing with the goal of creating a more 
equitable income distribution. Both start with a jurisdiction’s existing income distribution. In Scenario 1, 
this existing distribution is moved 50 percent toward the county average income distribution. In 
Scenario 2, the existing distribution is moved 50 percent toward the regional average. 
 
Comparing a jurisdiction to the county takes local differences in income into account. In contrast, using 
the regional income distribution attempts to overcome county-level differences in income to create a more 
equitable distribution region-wide.  
 
These scenarios start with a jurisdiction’s existing income distribution and then move part of the way to 
either the county or regional household income average. As a result, these methodologies try to assign 
units to where they are currently needed while also creating a more fair income distribution. However, the 
fact that the method starts with the existing conditions means that jurisdictions with more households in 
affordable categories (relative to the regional average) must still plan for disproportionately more 
affordable housing, and those with less than the regional average must plan for less.  
 
It can be argued that this approach balances meeting the existing need in a specific jurisdiction with the 
goal of having all jurisdictions do their “fair share” to meet the region’s housing needs. At the same time, 
these approaches can be described as perpetuating the over-concentration of the region’s lower income 
populations in certain communities. 
 
Using the County Income Distribution 
In contrast to the first two scenarios, Scenario 3 does not take a jurisdiction’s existing income distribution 
into account. In this case, each jurisdiction is assigned the same distribution as the county-wide 
distribution. In effect, this “equal share” approach applies the county-wide income distribution to each 
jurisdiction within the county. 
 
A primary benefit of this approach is that it is consistent with the idea that every jurisdiction should do its 
“fair share” to provide affordable housing. It also promotes a more equitable income distribution by 
moving every jurisdiction in a county to the same standardized income distribution. This method also 
avoids over-concentrating an income group in a jurisdiction. However, one potential drawback of this 
strategy is that by excluding existing conditions, it does not do enough to address the existing needs for 
affordable housing. 
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High Housing Cost Burdens 
As part of its discussions, the HMC felt that high housing cost burdens would be most appropriately 
considered as part of the discussion of housing affordability categories. We typically look at household 
income to assess affordability.  
 
However, many households in the region spend a higher proportion of their income on housing than the 
standard set in federal and state policies. Those policies call for a household to spend no more than 
30 percent of its income on housing. In the Bay Area, about 50 percent of all households spend greater 
than 30 percent of their income on housing and over 25 percent spend more than 50 percent. 
 
One way to address the issue of high housing cost burdens is to assign more of the lower income housing 
to areas where the housing cost burden is the greatest. Assigning more housing without regard to 
affordability would not directly address the problem. The last column in the attachment shows the 
proportion of households in each jurisdiction that are paying more than 30 percent of their income for 
housing based on 2000 Census data. This information could be used to adjust the income allocation for 
each jurisdiction so that areas with higher numbers of households with a cost burden receive a larger 
share of affordable units. However, it should be noted that most jurisdictions have similar proportions of 
households that fall into this category. 
 
Summary 
This memo outlines several possible methods for accomplishing the allocation of units by income for 
RHNA. It also describes some of the advantages and drawbacks of the different strategies.  
 
In selecting an allocation methodology, the HMC must consider the extent to which it distributes housing 
units in a way that: 

• Provides for the housing needs of persons at all income levels 
• Ensures that every jurisdiction does its “fair share” to provide affordable housing 
• Encourages an equitable distribution of incomes throughout the region 
• Avoids over-concentrating an income group in a jurisdiction. 
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Draft/Proposed 
Housing Methodology Committee 

 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 

50 California Street, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 

 
Meeting – October 19, 2006  

10:00 a.m. - 1:00 p.m. 
 

                Time (approx.) 
 
1.  Call to Order/Introductions 
 
2. Discussion of Allocation Methodologies – All Units 45 Minutes 
 Committee continues and concludes discussion from previous meeting. 
 
3.  Discussion of Allocation Methodologies – Income-based Units 45 Minutes 
 Committee continues and concludes discussion from previous meeting. 
 
 Break - Lunch 
 
4.  Discussion of Other RHNA Methodology Issues 75 Minutes 
 Staff report on the following: 
 (a) Subregions – assignment of share of the regional need (income-based 
  units) and allocating for a subregion.  
 (b) Rules on Revisions and Appeals – resolving anomalies, including  
  boundary (sphere of influence) issues and whether to address voluntary  
  transfers. 
 
5 Consensus on Overall Recommendation 15 Minutes 
 
5. Public comment 
 
6. Adjournment 
 
In - Meeting Lunch Provided   
 
 
 
 
 
__________________ 
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Housing Methodology Committee 
Meeting – October 12, 2006 

10:00 a.m. – 1:00 p.m. 
San Francisco Bay Conservation & Development District 

50 California Street, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 

 
Meeting Summary 

 
1.  Call to Order/Introductions 
The meeting began with introductions of member representatives, interested parties, and ABAG staff. Paul 
Fassinger, Research Director at the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) provided an overview of 
the Meeting Agenda.  
 
There were several announcements made at the start of the meeting: 
 

 Kenneth Kirkey, ABAG Interim Planning Director, announced that the FOCUS TAC meeting 
scheduled for October 19 has been cancelled. ABAG staff felt that waiting until after the November 
election would provide a more fruitful discussion for TAC members. 

 
 ABAG staff is working on the transcription of the question and answer session with HCD on 

September 29. The materials should be available on ABAG’s website by early next week. 
 
At this point, several HMC members raised questions about the survey that ABAG sent out requesting 
additional data related to the nine factors spelled out in the RHNA statutes. There was some confusion 
among committee members about the purpose of the survey and how the information collected would be 
used. Mr. Fassinger indicated that the survey results would be used to ensure the Projections forecasts are 
accurate and to provide feedback about how factors might be included in the allocation methodology. 
 
 
2.  Discussion of Allocation Methodologies – All Units 
Mr. Fassinger led the HMC in a discussion of the different allocation methodology scenarios developed by 
ABAG staff. As a framework for the discussion, he outlined the four different parts of the RHNA process: 
the determination of the total regional need, development of the allocation methodology, potential legislative 
changes, and issues related to certification and implementation of housing elements. Mr. Fassinger reminded 
committee members that the discussion at this stage should be limited to the allocation methodology. 
 
In reviewing the possible allocation scenarios, Mr. Fassinger noted that they were developed based on the 
draft numbers from the Projections 2007 forecast. These numbers are currently being reviewed by local 
governments, and it is likely that some changes will occur based on their feedback. Also, the total regional 
need number in the scenarios is from the 1999-2006 RHNA period, and is used only for demonstration 
purposes. It is possible that the total regional need will be significantly higher for the 2007-2014 RHNA 
period.  
 
The allocation scenarios are based on the four categories of potential factors that have been identified by the 
HMC for inclusion in the methodology:  

 Housing 
 Employment  
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 Transportation 
 City-centered growth policies 

 
The proposed scenarios include factors related to housing, employment, and transportation. A city-centered 
growth factor was not included in the scenarios because the other factors used seemed to accomplish the goal 
of moving growth away from the unincorporated areas. However, this factor can be included in an allocation 
scenario if the HMC determines it is necessary. 
 
The different scenarios can be grouped into three major categories. The first category, which consists of 
Scenario 1, is based solely on expected housing growth. Projected household growth represents the need to 
provide housing for future population increases. It looks at where growth is likely to occur. Since Projections 
incorporates information from local General Plans, it also factors in protected space to ensure that growth 
occurs in appropriate areas. 
 
In this example, the cities get all of the housing generated in sphere of influence (SOI) areas. This was done 
for demonstration purposes, and is not intended to represent a policy decision. Based on prior HMC 
discussions, staff expects to include a factor in the methodology that handles SOI issues on a county-by-
county basis. 
 
The second category includes Scenarios 2, 3, and 4, which all seek to balance housing growth with different 
employment factors. These scenarios recognize that, in addition to housing growth, the presence of jobs in a 
community also generates demand for housing for workers. Including a jobs factor will direct future growth 
to areas based on where there are, or will be, significant numbers of jobs. Over time, linking housing growth 
to jobs will result in a better jobs-housing balance throughout the region. 
 
In these scenarios, the housing growth factor is paired with one of three possible jobs-related factors: 
 

 Scenario 2 includes the jurisdiction’s job growth between 2007 and 2014. This factor would direct 
housing growth to areas that are adding jobs. As a result, the methodology would seek to achieve a 
jobs-housing balance based solely on future growth. It would not take into consideration those areas 
that already have a high proportion of jobs.  

 
 Scenario 3 uses the jurisdiction’s total jobs in 2014. This factor allocates growth based on a balance 

of a community’s existing number of jobs and its expected employment growth through 2014. As a 
result, it represents a combination of the existing jobs and job growth. 

 
 Scenario 4 includes the jurisdiction’s total jobs in 2007. This factor would direct housing growth to 

those areas that currently have a high proportion of jobs. This would encourage a better jobs-housing 
balance based on existing conditions, but would not consider future job growth. 

 
The third category includes Scenarios 5, 6, and 7. These also balance housing and employment, but also 
include a factor to direct housing to areas served by public transit. The factor assigns more of the housing 
growth during the RHNA period to areas within a half mile1 of the transit stations. The analysis is based on 
the housing growth projected for the area. The public transit services included in this factor are those with 

                                                 
1  The half-mile area was chosen based on accepted planning practice, which has found that people will generally only walk a half mile to a 

transit station. This is the same standard used in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional Transit Expansion Program. 
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fixed infrastructure, such as heavy and light rail systems and ferries.2 Only existing transit services are 
included as part of the factor.  
 
This factor was selected as the best way to respond to the HMC’s interest in dealing with transportation 
impacts. Assigning housing units to areas along major highway corridors would only exacerbate traffic 
congestion, and directing it away from these areas would promote growth in outlying areas away from 
existing infrastructure, which would be contrary to regional goals.  
 
Since 2002, Projections forecasts assume that, over time, local land use policies will move the region closer 
to meeting the regional goals. The policy-based Projections specifically forecast more growth in existing 
communities and near transit, while directing growth away from agricultural areas and open space. Choosing 
to include a factor in the methodology that directs growth to areas with public transit would reinforce the 
importance of encouraging growth in areas with a variety of transportation options. In effect, it would give 
extra weight to this regional goal, over what has already been done in the Projections forecast, which already 
incorporates the regional principles that direct growth to infill areas and areas served by public transit. 
 
In response to questions about how the scenarios were developed, Mr. Fassinger walked committee members 
through the steps to calculate a jurisdiction’s allocation. These sample scenarios use data from Projections 
2005, but the actual allocations will incorporate information from Projections 2007, which is currently in 
draft form. 
 
Projections 2005 provides growth estimates for five-year periods through 2030. The forecasts for 2005 and 
2015 are used to estimate growth between 2007 and 2014. To accomplish this, it is assumed that the growth 
in any five-year period occurs in regular annual increments. Thus, the growth in 2007 is calculated by adding 
2/5 of the growth between 2005 and 2010 to the estimate for 2005. The growth in 2014 is determined by 
adding 4/5 of the growth between 2010 and 2015 to the forecasted total for 2010. 
 
A jurisdiction’s growth during this period is then divided by the regional growth for the same period to 
determine the jurisdiction’s share of regional growth. This proportion is then multiplied by the total regional 
need number to determine the jurisdiction’s share of the regional need. The same type of calculation is done 
to determine a jurisdiction’s share of job growth for the same time period. 
 
After gaining an understanding of the computations used to develop the scenarios, the HMC discussed the 
merits of the eight sample allocation methodologies. Committee members immediately rejected Scenario 1 
because it included only housing as a factor, and did not adequately address the RHNA objective of 
promoting a better balance between housing and jobs. 
 
In assessing the scenarios that balance jobs and housing, several committee members expressed opposition to 
using Scenario 2 because focusing solely on job growth penalizes communities trying to add jobs to create a 
better jobs-housing balance. Also, by looking only at future growth, it ignores the existing relationship 
between jobs and housing in a jurisdiction. There was more support for Scenario 3, since it attempts to 
balance existing jobs as well as job growth during the RHNA period. In addition, this was generally seen as a 
better alternative than Scenario 4, which only looks at the existing jobs in comparison to housing growth.  
 
In general, there was some concern that the sample methodologies did not fully address the question of jobs-
housing balance. Several committee members proposed alternate ways of trying to incorporate measures of 
                                                 
2  The rail service providers included are: Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), Caltrain, San Francisco 

MUNI light rail, and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) light rail. 
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jobs-housing balance more directly as an allocation factor. Suggested changes included looking at jobs 
compared to employed residents in a jurisdiction or including two employment factors—one for existing jobs 
and another for the expected change over time—that could be weighted separately.  
 
The committee also felt that the scenarios should be more consistent in matching job and housing growth, or 
jobs and housing at a single point in time. Specifically, they requested a comparison of total housing and 
total jobs in 2014. 
 
In general, HMC members supported the idea of trying to direct growth toward station areas, as a way to 
reduce sprawl and traffic congestion within the region. This policy is also consistent with the goal of city-
centered growth policies. At the same time, some HMC members expressed concern that using this factor 
would result in “double counting,” since the Projections forecasts already direct growth to areas with access 
to public transit. In addition, since the factor looks at the growth that is planned around a station area, it can 
be perceived to negatively impact jurisdictions that are proactively planning for transit-oriented 
development. In the long-term, this could be seen as a disincentive for adding public transit and trying to 
intensify development around the station areas. 
 
In reviewing the allocation scenarios, committee members requested that staff evaluate the impact of using a 
factor that looks at planned job growth around transit stations, instead of housing growth. There was also 
some interest in trying to determine if there were some planned transit extensions that might occur during the 
RHNA period that should be included in the factor. 
 
There was a general discussion among committee members about the potential regional implications of the 
different allocation scenarios. Some members expressed concern that some of the scenarios allocate high 
housing numbers to areas where the housing is less likely to be built. In the end, this would harm the overall 
future of the region if it results in the construction of fewer housing units.  
 
Several HMC members countered that zoning for housing is the first step in encouraging housing growth in 
the areas that most closely align with regional goals for growth. If the allocations do not direct growth to 
these areas, the growth would have to be zoned for and accommodated in areas that are less ideal. In 
response, several committee members raised the concern that some jurisdictions that receive lower housing 
allocations because they are outside the region’s existing communities and away from transit services end up 
producing more than their total housing allocation.  
 
There was also a question about whether resources and incentives available at the regional level would be 
directed to those jurisdictions that take responsibility for accommodating more of the regional housing need. 
However, committee members felt that the HMC was not empowered to respond to this question.  
In the end, the HMC felt that Scenarios 1, 7, and 8 should no longer be considered. They requested that staff 
build on Scenarios 3, 5, and 6 in developing other alternatives that look more closely at jobs-housing 
balance, using comparable types of data, and evaluate the impact of focusing growth on transit areas based 
on job growth.  
 
3.  Discussion of Allocation Methodologies – Income-based Units 
Mr. Kirkey led committee members in a discussion of the allocation of units by income. He presented 
scenarios that seek to move a jurisdiction toward the county or regional income distribution, as well as 
scenarios that assign a jurisdiction the same distribution as the county or regional average. Mr. Kirkey also 
highlighted the possibility of applying a factor related to high housing cost burdens to one of these allocation 
scenarios.  
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The HMC very quickly came to consensus that assigning shares based on the regional income distribution 
was the best solution. This was based on the fact that the need for affordable housing is a problem that is 
shared by the region as a whole, and is not localize to a specific area. This proposal is consistent with the 
idea that every jurisdiction must do its “fair share” to provide affordable housing, and it promotes a more 
equitable income distribution by moving each jurisdiction to the same standardized income distribution. 
Since the allocation only addresses future housing growth, it would only impact the increment of growth and 
not the existing conditions in the region. 
 
This strategy is also more likely to avoid the over-concentration of an income group in a jurisdiction. 
Committee members did not support the scenarios that moved jurisdictions incrementally toward the regional 
or county average because they assigned more affordable units to areas that already had significant low-
income populations. There was also concern that using the factor for “high housing cost burden” would also 
lead to the over-concentration of low-income households.  
 
Some members expressed concern that the strategy of assigning shares based on the regional income 
distribution might assign housing to jurisdictions where it is less likely to be built. However, there was a 
general agreement that the benefits of this approach outweighed this potential negative impact. In addition, 
this issue could be worked out through agreements between individual jurisdictions.  
 
In response to a question from the committee, Mr. Fassinger noted that the income scenarios were based on 
household income data from Census 2000. It was proposed that it might be better to use data from the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) that specifies household incomes by household size. 
Mr. Fassinger stated that he would check with HCD to determine which source of data it uses in developing 
the regional income allocations. 
 
 
4.  Next Steps and Draft Agenda for October 19 Meeting 
Mr. Moy led the HMC in a discussion about what topics need to be discussed at the October 19 meeting. The 
major focus would be on finalizing the allocation methodology, based on revised scenarios to be presented 
by staff. Mr. Moy also stressed the need to discuss the framework for handling revisions and appeals. Since 
revisions and appeals must be based on a factor in the methodology, it is important to consider how to 
incorporate some of the issues that might lead to revisions, such as spheres of influence and transfers of units 
between local governments. The agenda will also include consideration of how to handle the relationship 
between the region and the subregion that has formed in San Mateo County. 
 
Committee members requested that ABAG staff undertake the following actions: 
 Revise the allocation scenarios based on feedback from the committee 
 Check with HCD about the data they use to develop the allocations by income 
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